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When the history of North Carolina is finally

written, a prominent place will be given to this
man who will be missed, but forever loved by
so many.

f

THE PAYCHECK PROTECTION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KINGSTON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. BOB
SCHAFFER) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, tonight is one of those op-
portunities for the Members of the Re-
publican freshman class to address the
House, to use this special order as an
opportunity to discuss many of the
topics that come to our minds as new
Members of the 105th Congress.

I want to use the occasion to discuss
an issue that is very important to me
and to members of the constituency
that I represent out in the Fourth Dis-
trict of Colorado, and others perhaps
may be here to join me tonight, as
well. That issue is the Paycheck Pro-
tection Act.

The Paycheck Protection Act is a
measure this House has considered pre-
viously this year, and it will come up
again within the next few weeks. In
fact, as campaign finance reform legis-
lation makes its way to the floor, the
Paycheck Protection Act is expected to
be an integral part of the overall dis-
cussions. I myself intend to see to it
that that becomes the case, and to
fight vigorously, certainly as vigor-
ously as I possibly can, to bring up the
issue.

Let me describe the need for it, and
what the Paycheck Protection Act is
all about. The Paycheck Protection
Act is a measure that was inspired by
a certain level of abuse that takes
place with respect to campaign fund-
raising.

Let me step back one moment and
say that this House has spent consider-
able time discussing how we spend
money as candidates, and in political
parties, and in the political arena. It
has spent time discussing different
strategies to get us toward full disclo-
sure, and how we disclose the kinds of
campaign finances that candidates and
politicians need to raise in order to put
together campaigns.

This House has spent considerable
time talking about how that informa-
tion is accounted for through the Fed-
eral Elections Commission, and the
rules that surround the Federal Elec-
tion Commission’s responsibilities, but
rarely have we spent time talking
about how the cash is actually raised,
and who works to raise the money for
political purposes.

In America, elections are a very im-
portant time in our Republic in main-
taining a democratic republican form
of government. It is a critically impor-
tant time because it is the one time
when the people are actually in charge
and assert their authority in deciding
which representatives will speak for

them on the floor of the House, on the
floor of the Senate, and as President.
Americans have every right to partici-
pate fully and openly and voluntarily
in that electoral process.

That last statement that I men-
tioned, that last word, ‘‘voluntarily’’,
is the operative word here. It really is
the basis for the Paycheck Protection
Act. Because in America today, it is
possible, in fact, it is very likely, that
if you belong to a labor union or if you
belong to any other political associa-
tion that raises funds for political
causes, and if you allow your member-
ship dues to be collected through auto-
matic wage withholding, it is likely, I
say again, that a certain portion of
your wages are siphoned off for politi-
cal causes that you may or may not
support. In fact, you may not even
know that that is occurring.

So to those who find themselves
members of these various organiza-
tions, the first thing I would do is ask
you to doublecheck your paycheck, to
look again and see if the money that
you are sending to your union is really
going toward collective bargaining, to-
ward agency representation, or wheth-
er there are associated fees that neces-
sitate spending a certain portion of
your paycheck on various political
causes.

These political causes may be cam-
paigns for candidates like myself or
any other Member of the House that
runs for office every 2 years. It may be
a campaign for a local race in your
State, for State legislature, Governor,
State Treasurer, county commissioner,
city council member, whatever the
case may be. It may be a ballot initia-
tive or a ballot issue, one that perhaps
is sponsored by a labor organization or
a group sympathetic to labor unions,
or it might be some kind of political
education initiative, where the goal
and motivation is to persuade voters to
one degree or another to behave at the
polls in a certain way.

All of these are legitimate functions
of our government. They are essential
portions of electing representatives at
election time. But what should not
occur in America is a condition where
anyone is forced to contribute to a po-
litical cause either against their will
or without their knowledge. Political
participation in the United States of
America must and should be voluntary,
100 percent voluntary.

The Paycheck Protection Act is a
bill that is designed to ensure that po-
litical participation throughout the
country is voluntary, and it does so by
addressing the issue of automatic wage
withholding and skimming off a cer-
tain portion of one’s wages for political
causes without their consent.

It is an issue that many, many Amer-
icans are concerned about. In fact, it is
a topic that the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Work Force has spent
considerable time investigating,
through various hearings at different
subcommittee levels throughout the
country. It is a topic that the Commit-

tee on Government Reform and Over-
sight has considered. It is one that the
American people have considered as
well.

Mr. Speaker, I would direct the at-
tention of my colleagues to this chart
here. When we went out in the field
with a poll that we had commissioned,
those who are working on trying to
find a solution to this problem, back in
October of 1997, we asked voters in gen-
eral, and these are voters, I might add,
from throughout the country, and in
fact, this sample oversamples union
households, we asked whether individ-
uals approve or disapprove of a new
Federal law that would protect work-
ers’ paychecks.

As Members can see, the results are
pretty overwhelming. In the universe
of all voters, 80 percent of them tell us
that they support a change in the Fed-
eral law that would protect workers’
paychecks. Only 16 percent of Ameri-
ca’s voters oppose such a law. The rest
would have no opinion, of course.

When we ask members of a union
household where their preferences lie
in this regard, we find again that the
results of union households are no dif-
ferent than the results of voters in gen-
eral. Eighty percent of union house-
holds tell us that they support a Fed-
eral law that would protect workers’
paychecks.

When we ask members of the teach-
ers’ union, the National Education As-
sociation being the largest teachers’
union, and there is one other large one
and some other smaller ones, but when
we ask members of teachers’ unions, 84
percent say they would support a Fed-
eral law that would protect workers’
paychecks.

When we ask non-union households
in general, once again, the numbers are
not surprising, there, given what we
have already learned from the other re-
sponses, 80 percent of nonunion house-
holds approve of a Federal law that
would protect workers’ paychecks, and
16 percent would oppose such a meas-
ure.

Let me talk about the 16, 16, 13, and
16 percent in these four different sam-
ples that, for one reason or another,
support a law that allows the current
state of affairs today, that allows a
labor organization or any other politi-
cal entity to siphon cash out of some-
body’s paycheck without their knowl-
edge.

It is hard to believe that there would
be anybody in America who supports
such a thing, but apparently, when
asked, there are about 16 percent of the
American public that believes that this
is somehow a good idea.

There are a number of reasons for
that. Labor unions play a very power-
ful role here in Washington, lobbying
in the halls of Congress. We see them
all the time, whatever the bill may be.
Sometimes it is trade measures, some-
times it is tax issues. Other times it
might be matters of environmental
regulation. It might be efforts to try to
improve public education throughout
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the country. Sometimes it is work
force-related issues. It could be a vari-
ety of topics.

There are labor union lobbyists all
over this Capitol, and if you are a
member of a labor union and oppose
many of the initiatives that have
taken place to clean the air, to im-
prove schools, to improve workplace
safety and to try to create more jobs
and wealth and to improve foreign
trade and so on, if you oppose those ef-
forts, as labor unions typically do, as
represented here in Washington, then
you might want other people who are
your co-workers to pay for the message
that you agree with here in Washing-
ton. But again, it is a very small mi-
nority of people who believe that tak-
ing cash from an unsuspecting wage
earner’s paycheck is a good idea.

Once again, let me restate that.
There are a handful of people here in
Washington who believe that they have
some kind of right to take your cash,
or an unsuspecting wage earner’s cash,
and use it to promote the political ob-
jectives of their minority opinions. So
that is why we have 16 percent of the
American public, when surveyed, who
agree with that sort of thing.

The vast majority of Americans,
however, understand fairness when
they are looking at fairness, they un-
derstand unfairness when they are
looking at such a travesty as involun-
tary campaign contributions. I would
use a different term, and that would be
‘‘theft.’’
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Union members are fed up with the
practice, frankly, of forced union dues
and forced union dues being used for
political purposes. Multiple national
surveys of American workers have re-
vealed widespread support for ending
this practice.

One of the other questions we asked,
and it is very closely related to the
previous one that I went through, but
this question does not even reference
any existing law. It just merely says,
should we change or keep the current
Federal election laws that allow unions
to make political contributions with
money deducted from a union mem-
ber’s paycheck. Well, 78 percent of the
American people think that the cur-
rent law needs to be changed; 72 per-
cent of union households believe that
the current law needs to be changed; 78
percent of teacher union households be-
lieve that the current law needs to be
changed. And once again, reflected in
the previous chart, 80 percent of all
nonunion households in America be-
lieve that the current law needs to be
changed, that something needs to be
done to address this issue of political
contributions with money deducted
from a union member’s paycheck.

Despite the widespread support, even
the Democrat Congressional Campaign
Committee is in the effort, has joined
in the effort of trying to prevent pay-
check protection from going forward.
At the request of AFL-CIO’s John

Sweeney, the Democrat Congressional
Campaign Committee is considering
cutting off campaign funds to any
Democrat who supports the Paycheck
Protection Act.

I would refer the body, in fact I will
go through in more detail in a minute
or two, the news article from which I
take that position. Federal and State
paycheck protection efforts will force
union bosses to play by the same rules
that everyone else plays by. It is about
time that labor bosses understand that
the Constitution applies to them, too.

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, what an opportunity to
yield on something that is very impor-
tant. I was speaking about the cam-
paign finance reform efforts that are
coming to the floor very shortly; the
rule that was just read across the desk
is certainly the vehicle that will allow
that to occur.

My intent is for the Paycheck Pro-
tection Act to play, to certainly be
considered within the context of that
overall debate. There are several rea-
sons why the country needs the Pay-
check Protection Act. According to the
Center for Responsive Politics, in the
1995–96 election cycle, labor unions
flexed their political muscles by spend-
ing $119 million on Federal political ac-
tivity. That figure includes $35 million
on issue ads that the AFL-CIO says it
spent, nearly 66 million in campaign
contributions and $18.5 million on Fed-
eral lobbying expenses.

While unions are required to file fi-
nancial reports under the Labor Man-
agement Reporting and Disclosure Act
of 1959, these reports are arranged by
type of expenditure; for example, sala-
ries or administrative costs and so on,
rather than by the functional category
that the American public would under-
stand, such as contract negotiations
and administration and political ac-
tivities. So you have to be able to
apply a certain level of political so-
phistication just to understand the re-
ports that are filed, since they are filed
through the Labor Management Re-
porting and Disclosure Act.

The reality is that labor bosses did
not fund political activities through le-
gitimate voluntary contributions. In-
stead they plundered the paychecks of
hard working union members. Many of
these members were not even aware
that their money was being used for
political activity. The hearings that
the Subcommittee on Employer-Em-
ployee Relations conducted revealed
quite shocking testimony.

A woman named Jane Gansmann of
West Chicago, Illinois who works for
TWA, a member of the IAM union, said,
‘‘The union never mentioned that my
dues could be used for things other
than collective bargaining. In other
words, I was given only half-truths. I
now realize the union was and is oper-
ating by misinformation.’’ She submit-
ted that through written testimony.
She went on, I quote, ‘‘I wanted to see
a breakdown of where my union dues
were going.’’ She grudgingly said she

could not, the local union official, in
her notation here, when she went to a
local union official, she grudgingly said
‘‘She could not help me and stated that
I could try contacting the IAM Presi-
dent. I then approached the union shop
steward who advised me that if I de-
manded an audit, it would be very ex-
pensive and would cause increases in
our union dues. She stated that if that
happened, she would let everyone in
our office know that I was respon-
sible.’’ Again, that was submitted in
her written testimony.

She went on, ‘‘I fear repercussions of
harassment. The IAM recently listed
the names of all current union dues ob-
jectors in the January 1997 issue of
their Airwaves publication.’’

This quote was given in written testi-
mony to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce Subcommittee on
Employer-Employee Relations. I want
to go on as to what the Paycheck Pro-
tection Act would do and how it would
help in the case of Ms. Gansmann.

First, let me say that the use of com-
pulsory union dues for political pur-
poses violates a basic principle of vol-
untary political participation which is
embodied in our Nation’s Constitution.
In 1994, 40 percent of union members
voted for Republicans, for example, yet
in 1996, less than 10 percent of labor
PAC dollars went to Republican can-
didates. In Washington State, where 72
percent of the voters approved a pay-
check protection initiative in 1992, over
40,000 union workers had the shackles
of involuntary political participation
broken. Originally 48,000 members of
the Washington Education Association,
again this is the teachers union in the
State of Washington, 48,000 of them
were forced to fund political activities
against their will. Once the Paycheck
Protection Act passed in the State of
Washington, only 8,000 voluntarily suc-
cumbed to the union’s political activi-
ties. That is a pretty remarkable sta-
tistic for the State of Washington.
48,000 union members had contributed
to political activities knowingly or un-
knowingly against their will, some-
times with full compliance, yet after
the Paycheck Protection Act passed
and the law required that there be a
checkoff, that you actually approve on
an annual basis your willingness to
voluntarily participate in union politi-
cal activities, the number dropped
from 48,000 in the State of Washington
down to 8,000 contributors.

Well, today, very, very soon here in
Congress, we can send a message to the
labor bosses reminiscent of the mes-
sage sent by colonists to King George.
No taxation without representation.

In August of 1997, Kerry Gipe, who is
a union member, testified to the House
Subcommittee on Employer-Employee
Relations. He said, ‘‘I was told that
joining the union was a mandatory
part of working for the company and
that absolutely no money was allowed
to be used from our union dues for po-
litical purposes.’’ Well, unfortunately
for Mr. Gipe and millions of other
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American workers, labor bosses con-
tinue to use compulsory dues for politi-
cal purposes. According to some esti-
mates, the unions spent as much as
$200 million in 1996, that after you cal-
culate many of the other expenditures
that are reported far after and in dif-
ferent formats than are required at
election time.

What the Paycheck Protection Act
does is empower the individual worker.
Employees will decide whether and to
whom they contribute their hard-
earned wages and they can revoke their
authorization at any time. The labor
bosses are so opposed to giving union
members control over their own money
that they have raised dues $1 per mem-
ber to fund efforts to oppose paycheck
protection nationwide. That was re-
ported in the Morning Times March 20,
1998.

In the State of Oregon, labor unions
are assessing their Members $60 each to
fight the Oregon initiative equivalent
to the Paycheck Protection Act. Are
they labor bosses looking out for work-
ers or union bosses trying to protect
their six-figure salaries and potential,
their political income?

We heard more riveting testimony in
the subcommittee. John Masiello of
Mooresville, North Carolina is an air-
craft mechanic. He said.

I had been a member of the IAM for 13
years. I do believe that collective bargaining
for a work force that performs a common
service is a proper and efficient way to be
represented for contractual matters. I also
believe I am a client paying an association
for service. The IAM does not see it that
way. Instead, they assume the role of dic-
tator and I am their subject.

Mr. Masiello went on, he said that,
The local lodge president immediately

started a campaign to descredit him and all
the other members who exercised their
rights.

Let me stop there and digress for a
moment about what those rights might
be. In 1988, the Supreme Court, in a de-
cision known as the Beck decision,
ruled that any labor member, union
member who pays dues can go back
retroactively and get their cash back
for those portions of their wages that
have been withheld for political pur-
poses. In other words, if you object,
you go back to your union boss, under
the Beck decision, and ask for your
money back. Well, many people in the
union will tell you that your rights are
somehow protected because of the Beck
decision. But Mr. Masiello’s testimony
explains how workplace harassment
really prevents individuals in some oc-
casions from exercising their work-
place rights.

He said, I will read that portion
again, that

The local lodge president of the IAM im-
mediately started a campaign to discredit
me and all the other members who exercised
their rights. He did this with slanderous lies
and character assassination. Letters were
hung all over the workplace claiming we ob-
jected to paying any dues, we were against
unions and equated with scabs. They
stripped me of my membership. Told me that
I was in bad standing with the union and dis-

allowed me of any and all voting rights, in-
cluding voting on contractual matters and
strike votes. Months had gone by and the
harassment had not let up one bit. To make
matters worse, I was still paying what they
had considered a full due. Not one penny of
the overpayment was refunded to me. I was
forced to take the local lodge president to
small claims court. The union has no con-
cept of individual freedom. They seem to op-
erate in their own little world with no regard
for an individual’s unalienable rights or the
Constitution of the United States.

Again, this was submitted in written
testimony by John Masiello, Moores-
ville, North Carolina. He submitted
this testimony January 21 of this year.
And the record from that hearing and
other hearings like them are replete
with example after example after ex-
ample of union members who join
unions for legitimate purposes yet do
not want their hard-earned dollars to
go to a separate political purpose
which they do not consent to, which
they do not support, many times sup-
porting candidates that the individual
may actually oppose.

It is important at this point, I think,
Mr. Speaker, for me to say that the
Paycheck Protection Act, when intro-
duced as House Resolution 2608, enjoys
the support of about, if I remember
right, 163 Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives. When that bill came up
for a vote on the floor, it enjoyed bi-
partisan support on both sides of the
aisle. Yes, that is right, Democrats
joining Republicans in supporting the
Paycheck Protection Act, in support-
ing the rank and file hard-working
Americans who deserve the right to di-
rect their own hard-earned dollars to
the political causes that they choose to
associate with, or to avoid participat-
ing in the political process altogether.
Within that context, the Paycheck
Protection Act can almost be viewed as
a pay raise without a tax increase, an
added benefit that allows cash to stay
in the hands of the individual who
earned it rather than the union boss
who will squander it.

All that the bill requires is that a
corporation, any other corporation, na-
tional bank, any organization collect
the written and voluntary consent
from an employee or union member be-
fore using any portion of their dues or
fees for the organization’s political ac-
tivity. This does not ban participation
in political, in union political activi-
ties. In fact, it actually encourages it
because it causes unions to ask their
members to participate at least on an
annual basis.
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They may ask more than that, if
they would like. But it asks every indi-
vidual to be confronted with the simple
question of whether or not they want
their cash to go to a political cause or
not.

Now, I tend to have faith in the hard-
working members of the labor force
throughout the country. I think, when
confronted with such a question, they
will probably participate in their polit-

ical system. They love America. They
work hard for everything our great
country stands for.

In fact, I would submit that they are
at the very center of what it means to
be real Americans, encompassing the
age-old principle of honest hard work
and strong families. And when given
the choice, I think that they will par-
ticipate. They will participate in the
political process. They will vote. They
may run for office themselves.

But the reason labor union bosses, as
opposed to labor union members, op-
pose the Paycheck Protection Act is
because it takes power away from a
privileged few, who have found a way
to manipulate the rules here in Wash-
ington over the years to create a situa-
tion where hard-earned wages can be
siphoned away from the wage earner
and spent on the political causes that a
few labor bosses select, and to direct
somebody else’s cash to achieve their
own selfish objectives. The Paycheck
Protection Act restores fairness. It em-
powers rank-and-file labor union mem-
bers.

Once again, Mr. Speaker, the cam-
paign finance bill will be coming to the
floor very shortly. The Committee on
Rules, as we just received the report
just moments ago, has indicated that it
is moving forward to bring a bill to
this floor to deal with the issue of cam-
paign finance.

There will be several amendments
that will be offered, several different
aspects of campaign finance that will
be considered, many of them good,
many of them bad, many of them are
certainly at the very least worthy of
consideration by the House. But I will
make the pledge tonight that I will do
everything I can on behalf of hard-
working union members throughout
the country, the hard-working laborers
who are currently having, in many
cases, portions of their wages siphoned
off for political causes they do not sup-
port. I will be working for them and
bringing the Paycheck Protection Act
for consideration over and over and
over again.

The political stakes are high, and I
know it will be another emotional
issue, but I urge all Americans, I urge
every Member of this Congress to con-
sider very carefully the importance,
again within the context of campaign
finance, of how the money is raised.
Once we deal with that, then it is le-
gitimate and right and just to consider
all the other issues with reporting,
with campaign amounts, with how
money is spent, how it is reported and
so on.

The gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
HUTCHINSON) is here to join us this
evening, who also plays an integral
role in the campaign finance debate
and has been a real leader among the
freshman class, and I yield the floor to
him.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman and I want to ex-
press my appreciation to the gen-
tleman for his leadership to the fresh-
man class, as president of our class,
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but also on the issue that the gen-
tleman has been talking about, which
is paycheck protection. The gentleman
has devoted an enormous amount of en-
ergy and time to this issue and I con-
gratulate him for that.

As the gentleman indicated, there is
going to be an opportunity to vote on
paycheck protection as well as other
campaign reform amendments and
ideas on the floor, starting, hopefully,
tomorrow. And as the gentleman indi-
cated, the Committee on Rules is pre-
paring for that event, and I am de-
lighted that the base bill that will be
considered, whenever we debate cam-
paign finance reform, will be the bipar-
tisan Campaign Integrity Act, which
again is called ‘‘the freshman bill’’.

This bill is fairly limited in scope as
to all that it does, but it accomplishes
very significant and substantial re-
form. And if the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield for a few moments, I
would like to be able to talk about this
particular bill that will be considered
on the House floor.

This bill started out with a working
group, six Democrats and six Repub-
licans meeting together, building a
trust relationship and saying what can
we agree upon; how can we address the
most severe abuses in our campaign
system. This was 15 months ago. For
over 5 months we have worked together
and crafted a bipartisan bill that avoid-
ed the extremes. It stayed away from
public funding of our campaigns, where
we have taxpayers’ money paying for
the campaigns; it stayed away from
free TV; it stayed away from the ex-
tremes that both sides might think
would be ideal; and it concentrated on
the middle ground, the ground that we
could agree upon. And, yes, the Amer-
ican public can probably zero in on
that very quickly, and that is a ban on
soft money.

Now today in The Washington Post,
David Broder, long time Washington
journalist, wrote a column and talked
about what is going to be happening on
this House floor. He titled his article
‘‘Campaign Reformers at War’’, be-
cause there are going to be a number of
significant reform bills. And I think it
is important that we do not get in dis-
agreement, recognizing there are going
to be different bills and alternatives
that we can vote upon.

I just want to present that the bill
that has been crafted in a bipartisan
fashion is a good vehicle to send over
to the Senate because it is bipartisan,
because it is constitutional, and be-
cause it is substantial in nature and
addresses the most significant abuse,
which is soft money.

David Broder, in his article, referred
to soft money as, ‘‘The huge donations
to the political parties from corpora-
tions, unions and wealthy individuals
that figured most in the 1996 campaign
scandals.’’ And that is important, be-
cause not just in 1996, but as we even
come into the present with the latest
revelations about the possibility of
technology going to the People’s Re-

public of China and the question aris-
ing in the public’s mind, did that deci-
sion have anything to do with the huge
soft money contributions that were
made here in Washington.

What the Supreme Court is con-
cerned about is that we protect the
first amendment and the rights of free
speech, but they have recognized in the
Buckley v. Valeo decision that there is
an appropriate role that Congress can
play in restricting the amount of con-
tributions. They upheld the $1,000 indi-
vidual contribution limit, and there is
a ban on corporate contributions and
labor union contributions directly to a
candidate. Soft money is a way to get
around all that, and that is what needs
to be shut down, and that is simply
what the freshman bill does.

Michael Malbin of the State Univer-
sity of New York-Albany, an expert in
the arena of campaign finance reform,
said ‘‘The freshman bill would do ev-
erything that a soft money ban should
do, put a lid on the behavior of Federal
officials and candidates.’’ And that is
what we are trying to do.

But, in addition, it helps the individ-
uals in our society because it empowers
them by indexing their contributions
to the rate of inflation. Where a $1,000
contribution limit back in 1970 has
eroded to $300, this again indexes that
to inflation so we do not lose that
value, the contribution of an individ-
ual.

And then we increase information to
the public so the public will know who
is trying to influence the campaigns;
requiring candidates to provide more
frequent disclosure as to who is send-
ing them money so the public will have
that information.

But, also, we have all of the third-
party groups that are out there that
engage, many times, in issue advocacy,
and we simply say that they should
have to say who they are so there is
not a cloak as to the public wondering
who is trying to influence the cam-
paign. They must say who they are and
how much they are spending, and that
is it. That is reasonable information
the public is entitled to have.

So it is a good bill. It is straight-
forward. It empowers individuals. It
stops the greatest abuse. And that is
what I hope that the public will see as
strong reform that we can send over to
the Senate, addressing the greatest
abuses in our campaign system.

And yes, it is going to be a long proc-
ess. A lot of amendments have to go
through there. There are some that
might improve the bill, but there are
some that might be harmful. So we
need to move through this process in a
democratic fashion, and I believe in the
end we will do something good for the
American public.

I am delighted with the Republican
leadership that has opened up this op-
portunity and for the bipartisan fash-
ion in which we have addressed this.

I want to thank again the gentleman
from Colorado for his excellent leader-
ship on paycheck protection, his devo-

tion to that issue, as well as his will-
ingness to yield me time tonight.

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. Be-
fore the gentleman goes, I know he has
been back in his district over the
breaks talking about campaign finance
reform and various issues that we are
dealing with here to try to improve the
integrity of the political process, so
perhaps the gentleman will tell us a
little about what his constituents are
telling him with respect to campaign
finance reform.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. It is interesting
because the constituents are talking
more about it. I have learned that it is
a subject that they do not automati-
cally bring up themselves, but when-
ever I have been out front and taken a
leadership position on it, I have them
coming up to me time and time again
and thanking me for what I am doing
on campaign finance reform.

I think what they are saying is, and
someone articulated it this way, their
$20 contribution, their $50 contribution
is drowned out in the sea of big money
in Washington, D.C., and that is the
message that I consistently get.

I talk to grass root organizations,
whether it is the AARP, the Reserve
Officers, or a political action commit-
tee group or a labor union, I talk to
these grass roots organizations and
they are struggling to have their small
contributions sent to Washington, and
their voice is being minimized because
of the flood of big money in Washing-
ton, and they understand that.

So I am hearing good things about it;
support for it. They do not understand
necessarily all the ins-and-outs and the
difficulties of campaign finance reform
and issue advocacy, express advocacy,
independent expenditures, but they are
saying there is a problem out there
that is clear to everyone and Congress
needs to address it.

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado. We
are also joined here tonight, Mr.
Speaker, by the gentleman from South
Dakota (Mr. THUNE), who I know is one
who has been very helpful and thought-
ful with respect to political participa-
tion and campaign finance reform, and
I will yield the floor to him.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my colleague from Colorado for
yielding and for the great work he has
done in spearheading this effort to lib-
erate the paychecks of working men
and women in this country from being
robbed for a purpose with which they
do not agree. And the gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON) as well has
been a leader on campaign finance re-
form.

I suspect when it is all said and done
we are probably not going to all agree
on every issue of this, because I think
we all bring a different perspective on
what constitutes campaign finance re-
form. We have been trying to balance
the constitutional rights of free speech,
freedom of expression and so forth, and
at the same time bring some common
sense to what has become a prolifera-
tion of big money, special interest



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3613May 20, 1998
money actually running this political
process. As a consequence of that,
many of the voters in this country, the
citizens who would like to participate,
feel disenfranchised simply because
they feel their voice is not heard.

So I think our freshman class has
been very much at the forefront of
leading this debate, discussing these
issues in a very meaningful way and
coming up with what I think are solu-
tions. Again, solutions in some cases
that are going to have to go through
this process that maybe we are not all
going to agree with every aspect of, but
when it is all said and done, at the end
of the day, hopefully, something will
emerge that will be an improvement
over where we are today, that will help
restore the trust and confidence people
have in the political system in this
country.

So I want to thank my distinguished
colleagues of the freshman class, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. BOB
SCHAFFER) and the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON) for the good
work they are doing on this subject
and continuing to keep the faith and
keeping the process moving forward.
We are going to have, I think, what
will be a rather vigorous debate in the
days ahead on this subject.

I would simply say as well that, in
discussing the whole issue of allowing
the hard working men and women in
this country to be an active part of the
political process, that this majority in
this Congress has taken our agenda for-
ward in a way that I think is consist-
ent with the priorities and the values
that a lot of the people who work hard
in this country really share, when it
comes right down to it.

And the gentleman talks about pay-
check protection and seeing that we do
not pick the pockets of hard-working
men and women in this country and
force them to participate in a way that
they do not want to. Political partici-
pation as a basic premise ought to be
voluntary. And that is essentially what
the gentleman’s legislation says, and I
would hope that that will be incor-
porated in a final product that emerges
from this Congress.

At the same time, we want to say to
those hard-working men and women in
America that we want them to partici-
pate voluntarily, we want to give them
more freedom, more liberation from
the shackles of big government, not
only as it pertains to political partici-
pation but also in the way that we ap-
proach the whole issue of taxes, the
role of government in our culture and
what that means for people in this
country who are trying to pay the bills,
trying to educate their kids, trying to
make a living, trying to put a little
aside for retirement, trying to take
care of child care and health care and
working in a very systematic way to
roll back the burden of government in
their lives so that they have the free-
dom, as families, to make the choices
that affect their every day lives.

I think, again, that is a philosophy
and approach that is embodied in ev-

erything that we do; that these things
ought to be voluntary; that it ought to
be a matter of personal freedom. And I
think the thing that gets lost in this
debate a lot of times, people who are
members of unions in this country use
that representation to negotiate, to
bargain on issues like health care, on
pensions and wages. Those are very
good things, but sometimes I think
their leadership loses sight because
their agenda, I believe, is more about
consolidation of power in Washington.

And that is very much at odds, I
think, with what I think is in the best
interest of the people they purport to
represent, and that is the hard-working
men and women who, day in and day
out, are trying to make a living and
trying to pay the bills. We are saying
to them, in effect, in the agenda we
have laid out, that we want to make
government smaller and make the Fed-
eral budget smaller so that their budg-
et, their family budget, can be bigger,
and that we want to allow them to
keep more of what they earn.
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And in doing so, liberate them from
the burden of government in a way
that will enable them to meet the
needs that they have for their families
and the challenges and difficulties that
are out there for all of us who are try-
ing to raise kids in this day and age.

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, reclaiming my time, my
colleague has made an important dis-
tinction that I think is important for
this Congress to keep in mind; and that
is that many people think that this de-
bate is about whether we support labor
unions or not, and it really is not that
at all.

There is a huge division among peo-
ple associated with labor unions on
paycheck protection. There are those
who are the rank and file hard-working
union members who join labor unions
because they desire collective bargain-
ing, they want agency representation,
they want the many benefits associ-
ated with labor unions, but they want
to have some say in how their wages
are used when it comes to politics.
That is one subset of the overall union
organization that has a position on this
issue that agrees with my colleague
and I.

The other half of the equation,
though, is the union bosses, those who
work their way up the union hierarchy
and become the managers, in fact the
players, on a political level of distrib-
uting political cash for their advan-
tages. There are many political bosses
I am sure, and I have met some of
them, who are genuine in their desire
to represent their union to back politi-
cal causes that are in the best interest
of creating jobs and workplace security
for their members.

But when we start reading headlines
about Teamster Union members in-
dited, the president of the Teamsters
Union being disqualified from carrying
on his job. That was Teamster Presi-

dent Ron Carey and James Hoffa, Jr.
And now I guess there is going to be
another election and Hoffa is clear to
run. This is just in the Teamsters
Union.

In this article, this was in the Wash-
ington Times not long ago, there is an
individual who was an accountant or
the comptroller of union funds was
charged with embezzlement, conspir-
acy, wire fraud, mail fraud, perjury,
making false statements to a Federal
election officer. If convicted, he faces
up to 30 years in prison and $1.5 million
in fines.

This is a different group of people
that we are talking about who oppose
the Paycheck Protection Act. And this
is the reason why, they have a tremen-
dous amount of cash at their disposal
and it buys them certain favors with
Members of Congress. It buys them
easy access to meetings that go on here
in Washington. It buys them friendship
with those who are inclined to listen to
these particular individuals.

But again, these kinds of people who
are at the union boss level, the ones
who are in the business of being politi-
cal insiders are very, very different
from the people that my colleague will
and I represent, the ones that we care
about and the ones that we fight for
and speak for here on the House floor,
those individuals who are actually
doing the hard work of driving the
American economy, the ones who work
40 hours or more per week, who are
very skilled and very dedicated to eco-
nomic prosperity in our country, who
have families, who go to church, who
enjoy their constitutional rights, who
enjoy full participation in our commu-
nity as real leaders and friends and
neighbors. But the last thing they want
from this Congress or from anyone else
is to allow a set of laws to continue on
our books that allows union bosses to
steal cash from the paychecks of hard-
working Americans.

I am really looking forward to this
debate coming up here in the next few
days so that the American people can
see whether this Congress is really
going to stand with the rank and file
hard-working Americans or whether it
is going to choose the few union bosses.

I regret to say that the last time this
question came up the political stakes
were very, very high here. And those
lobbyists running around the hallway
representing the union bosses, they
were very persuasive with a large num-
ber of Members of our Congress.

So I am hopeful that the American
people will put their collective foot
down this week and just say enough is
enough. Politics in America should be
voluntary. It is the one time when ev-
eryday rank and file citizens are in
charge of their government. It is when
they elect somebody to go to Washing-
ton and when they put their dollars be-
hind their candidacy. People want to
know that their dollars matter, that
their political participation really
counts, that their candidates, their
elected officials listen to them.
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But they do not want to hear, as we

do today, and I will going through
those graphs again perhaps, they do
not want to hear that their message is
getting confused and distorted by a
handful of political insiders who use
hard-earned cash as though it were mo-
nopoly money.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, I guess I
would simply say that my guess is that
perhaps like the district that my col-
league represents, Colorado, people
that I represent, the State of South
Dakota, the people that I serve, wheth-
er they are union members or not, are
very much just hard-working people,
who, as a basic premise of life, think
that these matters can best be resolved
at the local level, that the decision-
making, the control, and the power
ought to be there, and that they ought
to have the freedom to determine how
best to use the hard-earned dollars,
those dollars that they work very, very
hard for week in and week out, to the
purpose for which they intend, rather
than having someone say to them that
this is not a prerogative that they
ought to have.

I think again what we are really
talking about here very simply is say-
ing that this ought to be a voluntary
process and clearly the people who are
forced to participate against their will
and political process that that is
wrong.

I have heard the argument, as per-
haps my colleague has, that other or-
ganizations out there that are active
politically, gun organizations, whether
they are pro-life organizations or what-
ever, that these organizations do essen-
tially the same thing.

There is a very fundamental dif-
ference here. People who participate in
those organizations do it of their own
volition, they do it of their own free
will. It is a voluntary thing. Again,
this is the only place that I am aware
of where folks are forced as a matter of
practice, if they want to participate in
union activities, the other things, that
the benefits that they get, legitimate
activities from union participation and
involvement, but beyond that have
their dollars taken out of their hand
and put into a political process into an
agenda which in many cases they
might agree with.

Now, if they agree with that agenda,
that is fine. It does not deprive them of
the opportunity to contribute. Because
very clearly, that is an option they
still have. Under my colleague’s legis-
lation, if they choose to do that, it is,
it is a voluntary thing.

All we are simply saying is that when
we look at these issues, we want to
look at what is in the best interest of
the working people, the people out
there who are just doing their very,
very best to get by and to survive and
to do all the things, that the expecta-
tions, the responsibilities to live up to
those responsibilities.

Frankly, people who work hard for a
living I think are very much of a no-

tion that there ought to be a leveler
degree of personal responsibility that
goes along with freedoms that we enjoy
in this country. And frankly, again, I
think that is a value that we share in
much of the legislation that has been
passed since this majority has been in
power here in Washington, from wel-
fare reform, to balanced budget, to
lower taxes. All those things I think
again are consistent with the values
that people who work hard in this
country share.

And so, as we look down the road in
the future on the agenda we want to
bring, the things that we want to see
happen, the goals for the next genera-
tion, things like winning the war on
drugs, things like coming up with a
system of education and learning that
is the very best in the world that uti-
lizes information-age technology and
allows the children, our children, to
learn at the very fastest rate, issues
like solving for the long-term the re-
tirement issues of Social Security and
Medicare and doing it in a way that
protects and preserves the safety net
for those who are currently dependent
upon those programs, but at the same
time says to those people who are pay-
ing in and again contributing to this
process that we want them to have the
very best retirement possible in a way
that would dramatically increase their
retirement earnings so that when that
time comes they have got a nest egg
there, and solutions that again say to
the American people that we want
them to have the security, the retire-
ment security that Social Security
provides and Medicare provides, but we
also want them to have better than
that. We want to improve upon that be-
cause we think that we can do better.

And in this era where we are going to
see we hope, knock on wood, some sur-
pluses coming into the Treasury and
some revenues that will give us an op-
portunity to give something back to
the American people, I would hope that
is the direction in which we will go.
And finally, again to say that the other
goal, objective, that we have is to re-
duce the tax burden in this country by
about a third of what it is today collec-
tively, state, local, Federal tax burden,
about 38 percent, and get it down to 25
percent, so that no hard-working fam-
ily in America is spending more than a
quarter of their income to pay for the
cost of government.

And when we are living in a time
where we are at peace and we have got
an economy that is in an expansionary
phase, the question, the debate that is
going to rage in this city has to do
with control, it has to do with whether
or not we are going to continue to cen-
tralize, consolidate and move power
and control into Washington or wheth-
er we are going to distribute it back
home and put it back in the hands of
individuals and families and states and
localities and let people do in this
country what they do best, and that is
continue to move this economy for-
ward, to contribute out of their produc-

tivity and their hard work and their ef-
fort and their just day-to-day diligence
in getting up every day and again con-
tinuing to go build and make this
country great.

But the best way that we can do that
is to continue to move power out of
this city, out of Washington, back
home to individuals and to take less of
the dollars that they work hard for
here and then figure out how we can
give them back in some way that
Washington comes up with by some
form that they devise in accordance
with what their priorities are, as op-
posed to allowing people who work
hard to keep those dollars at home and
to spend them in the very best way
that they see fit and to meet the needs
of their families and communities and
to become more actively involved in
their communities and churches and
private organizations out there that
are really getting the job done and in
which I think can unleash a tremen-
dous work in this country toward ad-
dressing those very real needs, the
needs again to win the war on drugs, to
lessen the crime that goes on across
America and to restore values to our
families to our workplace.

If parents had more time to stay at
home, to spend with their children, we
would have a lot less of the problems
that we are facing out there. Frankly,
one of the reasons they cannot do that
is because we ask them to work 2 and
3 jobs to pay for the cost of govern-
ment so that we can decide for them
what is in their best interest. And
clearly, I think that is something that
when it comes to again people who
work hard in this country, it is just a
matter of a statement of values. We
want to work systematically toward
the end of moving power back toward
home and allowing them to have more
input in the things that affect their
lives.

So, again, when it comes to the
whole area of political participation, I
think the value, the philosophy that
my colleague’s legislation brings is
consistent with that overall philosophy
which we all share.

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, my colleague has hit on
two key themes that really separate us
from our friends and opponents on a
partisan level on the other side of the
aisle, the Democrat Party; and those
two themes are that, one, when it
comes to the power and the importance
of individuals, we consistently try to
side on the Republican side with indi-
viduals. That is a clear distinction in
how we organize ourselves as a society
and how we believe political authority
ought to be placed, the overall question
of whether authority ought to reside in
Washington, D.C., or in every single
house, in every single city, in every
single community and with individuals
back home.

And that value we see played out on
this floor every single day, whether it
is tax policy. And the debate fre-
quently is leaders of the Democrat
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Party have come to the floor and said
that the fact of the matter is very sim-
ple that they do not support tax cuts,
period, stated as emphatically as it
possibly can be.

And that is fine. That is a fine posi-
tion to represent and to have if they
happen to go in for that sort of thing
and believe that. But we, on the other
hand, happen to believe that taxes
ought to be lower, that more author-
ity, in this case wealth, should be in
the hands of individuals that earn it.

The second value that my colleague
mentioned or touched on deals with
families, that we acknowledge the
power and importance of families and
recognize families as the most central
and essential social unit in America.
And we see that being played out every
single day, a huge difference of opinion
that we have where we believe families
ought to be strong and be empowered
wherever we can and that responsibil-
ity ought to reside with families, rath-
er than, as our friends on the other side
of the aisle again, the Democrats, tend
to have a record that would suggest
that our government does a better job
of organizing our communities and our
schools and our neighborhoods and so
on. A huge difference of opinion.

And this issue of campaign finance is
no different. It is just one other issue
that comes up where the differences be-
tween our values on individuals is ex-
posed. Those who will oppose paycheck
protection clearly believe that it is
fine for somebody else to take cash out
our paycheck and spend it on the polit-
ical cause of their choice.
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Versus us who believe that every in-
dividual ought to voluntarily agree
whether they want to participate in a
political activity or not.

When it comes to families as well, I
fundamentally believe that the Pay-
check Protection Act is essentially a
pay raise without a tax increase. It
gives folks more disposable income,
more wealth in their own hands, the
hands of the people who earn it.

They can decide whether they want
to spend it on politics, or maybe they
want it put toward their pension fund,
or maybe they want to buy new shoes
for their kids, or maybe they want to
put it aside and invest in some things
at home to make their lives a little bit
more comfortable and more conven-
ient. A huge distinction in values,
where we stand as a country. Again, we
are going to see where this Congress
stands later this week as we deal with
the whole issue of the Paycheck Pro-
tection Act.

Let me also state that the political
stakes on this are very high. The two
political parties have very divergent
opinions on this.

I am going to read from a report
called Inside The New Congress. It is a
report that is published every Friday
by Inside Washington Publishers, is the
name of their organization. The man-
aging editor is John Brushnehand. He

reported just a few months ago, the
headline says ‘‘House Democrats may
retaliate against Members who support
the Paycheck Protection Act.’’

The article goes on, it says ‘‘Some
high-ranking Democrat law makers
suggested retaliating against any party
members who vote in favor of legisla-
tion placing new limits on union politi-
cal activities, say Hill sources.’’ It says
‘‘The suggested retaliation would be to
cut off Democrats from financial sup-
port from the Democrat Congressional
Campaign Committee this election
cycle.’’ It says ‘‘While few Democrats
are thought to be in favor of the legis-
lation known as the Paycheck Protec-
tion Act, some conservative Democrats
could face trouble in November if their
GOP opponents are able to attack them
on the issue, say the sources.’’ It says
the issue was raised during a meeting
of the House Democrat leadership held
this week, and this issue was published
at the end of February of this year, so
this meeting was held, presumably, at
the end of February ‘‘with AFL/CIO
president John Sweeney, say several
sources who attended the gathering. A
representative from Wisconsin, among
others, recommended during the meet-
ing that Democrats who vote in favor
of the legislation should not be backed
by the Democrat Congressional Cam-
paign Committee. Democratic sources
say they did not get much further than
the talking stage on the issue during
the meeting.’’ The issue basically goes
on.

This is a live-or-die issue for Demo-
crat operatives here in the Congress.
They have formed a very close coali-
tion with a small number of union
bosses predicated on the notion that
they are going to be able to continue
taking cash out of wage earners’ pay-
checks and diverting it toward their
political activities without the concept
of wage earners.

The Paycheck Protection Act, while
I agree it may threaten the flow of
cash to Democrat coffers, is still a
matter of fairness that, even when we
voted on this floor, a handful of coura-
geous Democrats were willing to join
with the majority of us Republicans in
voting for it. We just needed a few
more of them in order to put it over
the top and to score a real victory for
hard-working Americans that day. We
are going to get a chance to do that
again.

The debate is not limited to Con-
gress. The State of California has this
very question on their ballot which
will come up in June. The State of Ne-
vada has put this on their ballot which
will come up in November.

The State of Colorado, my home
State, is leading an effort, and I am
chairman of that effort to try to get
this issue on the ballot. The State of
Oregon is moving forward.

Several State legislatures are refer-
ring a similar measure to the ballots
within their States. Across this coun-
try, Americans will have an oppor-
tunity to participate in a fundamental

question on campaign finance reform
of whether individuals will be guaran-
teed the right to participate in the po-
litical process on voluntary terms and
have their paychecks protected from
those who believe they have some kind
of right, some kind of clear path of ac-
cess to the hard-earned wages of some-
body who works hard to make ends
meet.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman would yield, and really it does
come down, when I listened to the de-
bate when this debate was held on the
floor previously, and I listened to the
other side get up and talk, they did not
address this issue because they cannot.
There is no answer to this. This is a
very, very simple issue. We cannot get
any simpler.

This is a question of whether or not
political participation ought to be
mandatory; in other words, we ought to
be required to take something out of
our paycheck and give it to a political
cause even if we do not agree with it,
versus whether it ought to be optional.
It is that simple.

This concept cannot get lost in the
complexity, although it has been tried.
They tried to disguise and delude and
distract and divert and everything pos-
sible during the course of the last de-
bate. But the fact of the matter is that
on its surface this is a very simple
issue.

People who work hard, who join
unions, can still contribute to political
processes. There is nothing to deprive
them or prevent them from doing that.
All this simply says is it has got to be
optional. All we have to do if we want
to do it is we have that option every
year. I think, again, that is consistent
with the way the political process
ought to operate.

It states as a matter of value and I
think a political, again, principle that
has been held dearly by this country
for so many years, and that is that
anybody who participates in this proc-
ess ought to be able to do it on a vol-
untary basis.

To the extent, again, that we can
bring that back in this country, the
legislation takes us in that direction. I
certainly hope as we have this debate
that there will be those who will step
forward and demonstrate the courage
and the boldness to go against the tide,
no matter what the forces and the spe-
cial interests might be saying, and do
the right thing; and that is, again, give
people who work hard for a paycheck
in this country the opportunity to par-
ticipate voluntarily.

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, I see that our time is
about to expire, and I appreciate the
Speaker for recognizing the freshman
class tonight. We will be back one week
from tonight with another special
order.
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